Response to Office Action dated 06/20/2005 
Application Serial No. 10/684,293 

RESPONSE AND REMARKS 

Specification Amendments 

Specification amendments are submitted herewith to make minor 
corrections to the specification and also to conform the specification with the 
drawing amendments that were made in response to the Examiner's objections 
to the drawings; no new matter is added. 

Annotated Marked-Up (Redlined) Drawings 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to the drawings on the grounds 
that there are no cross-sectional lines shown to indicate locations at which the 
cross-sectional drawings are sectioned. Responsive to the Examiner's 
objections to the drawings, annotated marked-up (redlined) drawings (for FIGS. 
2, 9a, 15a, 16, 21, 22a, 23, 24a, 25a, 26a, 34a, 33a, 32a and 36a) indicating the 
proposed cross-sectional lines are filed herewith; amendments to the 
specification filed herewith reference the corresponding cross-sectional lines; no 
new matter is added. 

The annotated marked-up (redlined) drawings submitted herewith also 
include some minor redlined corrections to conform the drawings (e.g., FIGS. 28, 
29, 16 (please note that the circle shown on FIG. 16 is shown to highlight the 
extension of a line; the circle shown is not part of the drawing), 38, and 39) to the 
specification; no new matter is added. 

Only drawing sheets bearing annotations are submitted herewith; drawing 
sheets that have not been changed are not presently submitted; once the 
Examiner approves the annotated marked-up (redlined) drawings, formal 
replacement drawings will be prepared and filed. 

Restriction Requirement 

In the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledged our previous election of 
Claims 1 , 2, 4, 7, 9-13, 15, 20-26 and 30-32. The Examiner took exception to 
Claims 31 and 32 as belonging to a non-elected species on the grounds that the 
sharpener is not in the interior of the housing, and to Claim 22 as not belonging 
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to Species G on the grounds that it is not directed to a hollow flat blade; the 
Examiner withdrew Claims 22, 31 and 32. 

The Examinees acknowledgement of the election has been carefully 
considered. It is respectfully submitted that a typographical error appeared in the 
final listing of Claims elected for prosecution showing Claim 20 was elected for 
prosecution; it is respectfully submitted that Claim 20 was previously withdrawn 
as being directed to non-elected Species G (In response to the Restriction 
Requirement, Claims 3, 5, 6, 8, 14, and 16-20 were withdrawn from examination 
as part of the election of Species G). , 

The Examiner's withdrawal of Claims 22, 31 , and 32 has been carefully 
considered. It is respectfully submitted that amendments to the Claims filed 
concurrently herewith make clear that Claims 22, 31 , and 32 belong to Species G 
and should not be withdrawn. It is respectfully requested that the Claims as 
amended, including Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 9-13, 15, 21-26 and 30-32, be included in 
the further examination of this application. 

Rejections Under Section 102(e) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, and 9-1 1 as 
being anticipated by Pope (U.S. Patent No. 6,643,934; " Pope ") under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 02(e). 

Rejections Under Section 103(a) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 12-15 (the rejected 
Claims would be Claims 12-13 and 15, since Claim 14 was one of those 
withdrawn as being directed to a non-elected species) and 22-26 under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Pope in view of Gouttebarge (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,181 ,321 ; " Gouttebarge "). 

Remarks regarding Section 102(e) and 103(a) rejections 

The rejections by the Examiner under Sections 102(e) and 103(a) have 
been carefully considered. Amendments to the Claims are filed herewith to more 
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distinctly claim the claimed invention. It is respectfully asserted that neither Pope 
no r Gouttebarae . whether considered alone or in combination with any other 
reference of record, anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
the Claims of the present application as amended. 

For example, it is respectfully asserted that neither Pope no r Gouttebarae , 
whether considered alone or in combination with any other reference of record, 
anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of amended 
independent Claim 1 . Specifically, amended independent Claim 1 is directed to a 
folding knife comprising: 

(A) a blade, said blade comprising: 

(1 ) a first blade side, said first blade side comprising an 
angled bevel, said angled bevel comprising an angled bevel 
surface, said angled bevel surface comprising an angle relative to a 
centerline of said blade, wherein said angle is greater than zero 
degrees, 

(2) a second blade side, said second blade side comprising 
a concave indentation laterally disposed along the second blade 
side, said second blade side further comprising a raised flat bevel, 
said raised flat bevel comprising a flat surface, wherein said flat 
surface is substantially parallel to the centerline of the blade, 

(3) a sharp edge, wherein the sharp edge is formed at an 
intersection of the angled bevel surface of the angled bevel and the 
flat surface of the raised flat bevel, and 

(4) a second edge, wherein said second edge opposes the 
sharp edge, wherein the centerline of the blade extends from the 
sharp edge of the blade to second edge of the blade; 

(B) a blade housing having an interior and an exterior, said interior 
having a first interior side and a second interior side, wherein said first 
interior side faces the first blade side, and wherein the second interior side 
faces the second blade side; 

(C) a folding element connecting the blade to the interior of the 
blade housing, wherein said folding element is operable for opening the 
blade out of the blade housing, and is operable for closing the blade into 
the blade housing; and 

(D) a sharpening element, wherein said sharpening element is 
connected to the second interior side of the interior of the blade housing, 
Wherein said sharpening element is adapted for sharpening the raised flat 
bevel under a condition selected from a group consisting of: 

(1 ) as the blade is closed into the blade housing, or 

(2) as the blade is opened out of the blade housing. 
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As explained by the Specification of the present application, "[i]t is difficult 
to consistently sharpen a knife blade [with angled bevels] correctly, because the 
person sharpening the blade must match the angle of the blade's edge, with the 
surface of the sharpening device." Specification . Paragraph [0008] of the 
Application as published (U.S. Publication Number 2004/01291 13 A1); Page 2, 
lines 10-12 of the Application as originally filed. It is respectfully submitted that 
Gouttebarge discloses two angled bevels. See, e.g., FIG. 3 of Gouttebarge 
(showing that the angle "a" of bevel 5 is equal to the angle "a" of bevel 6). 
Gouttebarge further discloses sharpening angled face 5 by grinding at a 
sharpening angle. See Gouttebarge . col. 2, lines 17-25. The sharpening angle 
of Gouttebarge is some angle greater than zero. See, e.g., Gouttebarge , col. 2, 
lines 12-13; see a/so, Gouttebarge . FIG. 3 showing angle a for both bevel 6 and 
bevel 5). 

It is respectfully asserted that, as compared to the folding knife blade of 
Gouttebarge that requires sharpening one or the other angled bevel 5 or 6 at a 
sharpening angle that is greater than zero, one advantage of a folding knife 
according to various embodiments of the subject matter claimed in amended 
independent Claim 1 is that such embodiments would provide a raised flat bevel 
that is substantially parallel to the centerline of the blade, which can be ground 
against a corresponding flat grinding surface (that can also be substantially 
parallel to the centerline of the blade), for sharpening the sharp edge formed at 
the intersection of the angled bevel surface of the angled bevel and the flat 
surface of the raised flat bevel. It is respectfully asserted that one advantage of a 
folding knife according to various embodiments of the subject matter claimed in 
amended independent Claim 1 is that such embodiments would provide the 
ability to sharpen a flat surface against a parallel flat grinding surface as 
compared to trying to maintain a particular sharpening angle. See, e.g., 
Specification . Paragraph [0123] of the Application as published (U.S. Publication 
Number 2004/01 291 1 3 A1 ); Page 27, lines 1 9-23 of the Application as originally 
filed. 
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Further, Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's position that 
Gouttebarae "teaches a folding blade comprising ... a sharp edge 7 formed at an 
intersection of the angled bevel [6] and a small raised flat bevel 5 ..." (Office 
Action, Page 3, Topic Number 6). As noted above, as compared to disclosing an 
angled bevel and a small raised flat bevel, Gouttebarae discloses two angled 
bevels. In particular, Gouttebarae discloses that the "bending angle a is equal to 
the sharpening angle...". Gouttebarae , col. 2, lines 12-13. See also, e.g., FIG. 3 
of Gouttebarae (showing that the angle "a" of bevel 5 is equal to the angle "a" of 
bevel 6). 

As compared to two angled bevels, Claim 1 has been amended to more 
distinctly claim that the claimed blade comprises "... a raised flat bevel ... 
comprising a flat surface, wherein said flat surface is substantially parallel to the 
centerline of the blade...". 

Further, Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's position that 
Gouttebarae teaches "... a second side having a hollow ground 2 and 
comprising the small raised flat bevel..." (Office Action, pages 3-4, Topic Number 
6). It is respectfully submitted that the blade of Gouttebarae is formed by 
bending, that "... the cutting edge of the \Gouttebarae] blade is delimited by one 
face 6 produced by the bending operation and one face 5 produced by a single 
sharpening operation ..." ( Gouttebarae . col. 2, lines 27-29), and that the "bending 
angle a is equal to the sharpening angle..." (Gouttebarae , col. 2, lines 12-13; see 
also, e.g., FIG. 3 of Gouttebarae (showing that the angle "a" of bevel 5 is equal to 
the angle "a" of bevel 6). 

Still further, Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's position 
that Gouttebarae teaches a spacing detent. In the Office Action, the Examiner 
points to a portion of FIG. 1 of Gouttebarae and labels the portion of FIG. 1 as 
"spacing detent." As compared to a spacing detent, it is respectfully submitted 
that the portion of the Gouttebarae blade labeled by the Examiner as a spacing 
detent, is not a detent, but rather is an indentation formed by the bending of end 
4b of part 4a. See Gouttebarae , col. 2, lines 1 3-1 7. 
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As compared to an indentation, an exemplary embodiment of the claimed 
spacing detent would have substantially the same height as the small raised flat 
bevel. See, e.g., Specification , Paragraph 0029 of the Published Application 
(U.S. Publication Number 2004/01291 13 A1); Page 8, lines 26-28 of the 
Application as originally filed. 

With further regard to the claimed spacing detent, it is respectfully 
submitted that the portion of FIG. 1 of Gouttebarge labeled by the Examiner as 
"spacing detent" is adjacent to the sharp edge of the Gouttebarge blade. As 
compared to being adjacent to the sharp edge of the blade, amendments to the 
Claims of the present application, such as, e.g., Claim 7, more distinctly claim 
that the spacing detent is "...disposed on the second blade side at the second 
edge...", which opposes the sharp edge (see, e.g., Claim 1). 

Yet further, it is respectfully asserted that neither Pope no r Gouttebarge , 
whether considered alone or in combination with any other reference of record, 
anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of amended 
independent Claim 12. Specifically, amended independent Claim 12 is directed 
to a folding knife comprising: 

(A) a blade housing having an interior and an exterior; 

(B) a folding blade, said folding blade comprising: 

(1 ) a first side having an angled bevel, 

(2) a sharp edge, said sharp edge formed at an intersection 
of the angled bevel and a small raised flat bevel, wherein the small 
raised flat bevel comprises a flat bevel surface, wherein the flat 
bevel surface is substantially parallel to a centerline of the folding 
blade, wherein said centerline of the folding blade extends from the 
sharp edge of the blade to a second edge of the blade that opposes 
the sharp edge of the blade, and 

(3) a second side, wherein the second side is hollow 
ground, wherein the second side comprises an indentation in the 
second side, and wherein the second side comprises the small 
raised flat bevel; and 

(C) a folding element connecting the folding blade to the interior of 
the blade housing such that the folding blade can be opened out of the 
housing or closed into the housing. 

It is respectfully asserted that, as compared to the folding knife blade of 
Gouttebarge which requires sharpening an angled bevel at a sharpening angle, 
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one advantage of a folding knife according to various embodiments of the subject 
matter claimed in amended independent Claim 12 is that such embodiments 
would provide a small raised flat bevel that is substantially parallel to the 
centerline of the blade, which can be ground against a corresponding flat 
grinding surface (that is also substantially parallel to the centerline of the blade), 
for sharpening the sharp edge formed at the intersection of an angled bevel and 
the small raised flatbevel. 

Still further, it is respectfully asserted that neither Pope no r Gouttebarae . 
whether considered alone or in combination with any other reference of record, 
anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of amended 
independent Claim 22. Specifically, amended independent Claim 22 is directed 
to a folding knife blade comprising: 

a portion adapted for receiving a folding element for opening and 
closing the folding knife blade out of or into a blade housing; 

a first blade side, said first blade side comprising an angled bevel, 
said angled bevel comprising an angled bevel surface, said angled bevel 
surface comprising an angle relative to a vertical centerline of said blade, 
wherein said angle is greater than zero degrees; 

a second blade side, said second blade side comprising a hollow 
ground area, said hollow ground area comprising a concave indentation 
on the second blade side, said second blade side further comprising a 
raised flat bevel, said raised flat bevel comprising a flat surface, wherein 
said flat surface is substantially parallel to the vertical centerline of the 
blade, and wherein the flat surface of the raised flat bevel comprises a first 
portion of the vertical centerline of the blade; and 

a sharp edge formed at an intersection of the angled bevel surface 
of the angled bevel and the flat surface of the raised flat bevel, wherein 
said vertical centerline of the blade extends from the sharp edge of the 
blade to a second edge of the blade that opposes the sharp edge of the 
blade. 

It is respectfully asserted that, as compared to the folding knife blade of 
Gouttebarae which requires sharpening an angled bevel at a sharpening angle, 
one advantage of a folding knife blade according to various embodiments of the 
subject matter claimed in amended independent Claim 22 is that such 
embodiments would provide a flat surface of a raised flat bevel that is 
substantially parallel to the centerline of the blade, which can be ground against 
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a corresponding flat grinding surface (that is also substantially parallel to the 
centerline of the blade), for sharpening the sharp edge formed at the intersection 
of the angled bevel surface of the angled bevel and the flat surface of the raised 
flat bevel. 

Further, it is respectfully asserted that neither Pope no r Gouttebarae , 
whether considered alone or in combination with any other reference of record, 
anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of amended 
independent Claim 25. Specifically, amended independent Claim 25 is directed 
to a folding knife blade comprising: 

a sharp blade edge formed at an intersection of an angled bevel 
and a raised flat bevel, the raised flat bevel having a first height, said 
raised flat bevel disposed on a hollow ground side of the blade, wherein 
said angled bevel comprising an angled bevel surface, wherein said 
angled bevel surface comprises an angle relative to a centerline of said 
blade, wherein said centerline of the blade extends from the sharp blade 
edge to a second edge of the blade, wherein the second edge of the blade 
opposes the sharp edge of the blade, wherein the angle is greater than 
zero degrees, wherein said raised flat bevel comprises a flat surface, and 
wherein said flat surface substantially comprises a first portion of the 
centerline of the blade; and 

a spacing detent disposed on the hollow ground flat side of the 
blade at the second edgie of the blade opposing the sharp blade edge, 
wherein the spacing detent comprises a spacing detent surface, and 
wherein the spacing detent surface substantially comprises a second 
portion of the centerline of the blade. 

It is respectfully asserted that, as compared to the folding knife blade of 
Gouttebarae which requires sharpening an angled bevel at a sharpening angle, 
one advantage of a folding knife blade according to various embodiments of the 
subject matter claimed in amended independent Claim 25 is that such 
embodiments would provide a small raised flat bevel that is substantially parallel 
to the centerline of the blade, which can be ground against a corresponding flat 
grinding surface (that is also substantially parallel to the centerline of the blade), 
for sharpening the sharp edge formed at the intersection of an angled bevel and 
the small raised flat bevel. 
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Notably, although the Examiner indicated on page 1 of the Office Action 
that Claim 30 was rejected, the Examiner never stated any grounds for rejecting 
that Claim. 

Conclusion 

Because, for the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully asserted that neither 
Pope no r Gouttebarae . whether considered alone or in combination with any 
other reference of record, anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of amended independent Claims 1, 12, 22 and 25 of the present 
application, it is further respectfully asserted, therefore, that neither Pope nor 
Gouttebarae . whether considered alone or in combination with any other 
reference of record, anticipate, disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
the elected Claims that are dependent on amended independent Claims 1,12, 
22 and 25, namely, Claims 2, 4, 7, 9-11, 13, 15, 21, 23-24, 26 and 30-32. 

In view of the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the 
invention disclosed and claimed in the present amended application is not fairly 
taught by any of the prior art references of record, taken either alone or in 
combination, and that the application is in condition for allowance. Accordingly, it 
is respectfully requested that the present application be reconsidered and 
allowed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

KHORSANDI PATENT LAW GROUP, A L.C 




Reg. No. 45,744 
626/796-2856 
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